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This four part status study includes perceptions of

ten principals regarding language /learning disabilitiegwan=

individualized instruction. Further, feelings, attitudes, a

cation- questions- generally concerned the

district's L /LD program-irFterms of itsleffectiveness as an

ongoing process. More specifically, classroom managemen

overall instruction arrangements, and perceived program

Four interviewers were selected from the staff of Region

VII Education Service Center to participate in a one-day training

session led by the Director of the Center for Research and

Evaluation at North Texas State University. Interviewer trainee-8=-7

role-played the teacher and the principal for the purposes of

establishing an approximate period of time required to complete

the interview form and to isolate potential problem areas which

might arise. Answers to these questions were agreed upon in

order to improve interviewer reliability.



The report format for providing feedback from these

ollowed by results of related items from the interview

tage in each category. QUalifyin zoornments made by the

interviewee have been included -Mere they were felt to

have a possible influence upon percentage results. A

summary illustration has also been included for providing

fast references to responses in terms of both percent an

The first process evaluation question relating

to the interview of principals stated, "Do principals perceive

the L/ LD program as having a favorable impact upon parental

attitudes toward schools in the MISD and the ability of schools to.

meet the needs of students 9" Three questions on the interview

schedule related to principal perception of parental '.ttitudes.

The first wa% "Has the number of parent problems



created by educational needs not being met, subsided since

1970? " Seventy percent of the respondents felt that the number_

of problems had subsided while ten percent felt that the number--

principal felt that many prbbierns had giOt beenrelated to L

the second question, the rnajorit

back Orie_AAETsatisfaction because the school is-Eofferinitatbisfirlet

One principal commented that he did not get much feed-

back from parents while another qualified his response that in

"most cases" satisfactionwwas observed. Another added that

A third question relating to the evaluation item was stated as

'ollows, "Do you have parents requesting their children be

placed in L/LD'" Eighty percent of the principals responded

yes, reporting an average of six such requests per principal.

principals reported that there was a waiting list and that parent

requests had had to be refused in several instances

follows, "Do principals perceive the L/LD program as reducin

rohlenis among L/LD students?" Ninety percent o



=responded that, to a limited extent, these students were a

students, Efortyzpereenkorthe principals reported that as a

commentecistUVproblems-lratE en-el-ally reduced in frequency

and that, even in the regular classroom, umber of incidences

had declined; Self-image of students had appeared to improve.

Seventy-two percent of the principals queried reported that =

they felt that discipline problems resulted because students'

educational needs were not being met. Fourteen percent of the

respondents did not agree and fourteen percent were undecided

as to the caused of these problems. One-third of the interviewees

felt that many factors were involved. Others added that in some=

cases the source was a medical problem, such as emotionality

or difficulties at home of which school personnel are unaware.-- _-
One principal reported that there may not be a specific ante-

cedent but tiipt the.cause may lie in a more general background-:7-

problem." Otherzprincipals reported that discipline problems

general had been reduced in number as a result of his staff's



A-third evaluation question was stated as follows,

classroom teachers'7" Five interview items related to this

question. Ninety percent of the principals responded affirmatively

to the first item which asked if the L/ LD program had created

positive changes in the instruction in the regular classrooms.

Ten percent were undecided. One respondent commented that

while more attention was being focused upon individualization,

much was already being done (prior to theappearance to L/LD).

Eighty percent of the principals felt that chan

attributed to students' being in a resource room. Twenty per

did not agree. One negative respondent reported that,

(regular classroom) have taken advantage of some instruction

rincipa -a=quezied reportz hat teacher

attitudes had become more positive after they (teachers) had seen

the productiveness of the resource room. Ten percent disagreed,

and ten percent were undecided. One person qualified his response

with a comment that good communication was a pre-requisit .

When questioned as to the extent that the L/ LD staff had

educated the regular staff, principals responded as follows:

(1) Eighty percent said that regular teachers were more able to



distinguish between a slow learner and a learning disabled child

regular staff members were more able to diagnose problems

from test data. (3) Seventy percent feit that regular teachers

had become more skilled at diagnosing problems from their

students' daily work. ( ) Eighty percent of the principals

reported that regular teachers could more expertly diagnose

problems from behavior patterns as a result of regular teacher

contact with the L/ LD staff. One principal remarked that he

felt that many teachers had previously had the above competencies

while another.commented that, in his opinion, he idgiicaffPel that

teachers should be expected to have these diagnostic abilities.

Responses to one interview item were evenly divided. This

question related to difference between attitudes and work habits

of the resource teacher and the regular teacher. Fifty percent -of

the principals felt there was a difference while fifty percent disiaTgreTsd?

The negative respondents commented that a difference had existed-Anr

the early days of the program but had since diminished or

disappeared completely. The affirmative comments focused upon====--

greater individual attention to students made possible by reduced

Some of the principals felt that more dedication and

greater effort was put forth by L/LD teachers. Others reported

a decline in jealousy and differences of opinion among all tes.chere.



The fourth process evaluation questio-n was, jillas-the L

program, in the opinion of principals, proven to meet cost

effectiveness expectations in the MISD?" Five items on the

principal questionnaire related to this question. To the fir

overall effect.:ATi the final prOduct were worth the expvtstYan

Ten percent of the respondents disagreed. One principal fel

that value lay in the L/LD program's contribution to practical-7

had implemented %" drew an eighty percent affirmative response-- -f= -=

with a twenty percent undecided reaction from principals. Frotn7

an affirmative response was difficult due to absence of compidAtort

One question related to program cost effectiveness and

asked, ''Are you budgeting your school money to buy material a

equipment for individualized instruction?

principals respoitiedFafirmatively while the remaining ten percen

negative respondents reported that budgets,were wri enlat t



o additional interview questions related to positive and

negative features of the program. Principals observed improve-

merit among both teachers and students. Teachers reportedly

appeared more _excited,enfhusiastic, and better rewarded for

their efforts. L/EDYStiTdent experienced a wide range o

benefits-Tfrom the prograni. Among these were, increased

appine=ssreduced pressitrts, acquisiticinindependent study

skills, Eudiintransic motivation." Other changes were, mproved

self attiTudbla.nd attitude-toward school, and improved progress

made by students. " Principals approved of "the absence of

failure in the program, the student's ability to proceed at his

own rate, the development of skills he had been formerly unable

to develop, the experience of growth when he had average or

above average intelligence, and, in general, the positive results

obtained in growth patterns among all levels of ability.

There were portions of the program, however, which

principals felt could be eliminated without harming the overall

plan. These included "candy rewards, isolating the children,

and removal of furniture,and equipment from the regular teachers'

classrooms." Principals further commented that "interpersonal

relations between faculty members could be emphasized more,"

and That "the present format appeared somewhat difficult to adopt

to a twenty-eight student classroom.'



The final process evaluation question asked, "Has

adequate building level scheduling of L/LD classes been I77_

possible?" The - interview elicited an eighty percent "no I

response t tion, "Has the special scheduling that

the MarshalivISTPLI/LD program requires been difficult to

organize.'? Twenty percent of the principals felt that the

program had been difficult to organize and schedule. Ninety
-

percent of the principals did not mind the extra work, howevem--

One of the negative responses was qualified in that the question---=

did not apply as there was no L/LD progranliiiiithrs principalCsi

building.

Interviewers reported that principals res on-dedswiths

tive comments much more frequently and with much greater

variety than with negative remarks. These negative commenttvw

were generally qualified so as to make the interviewer aware =_==

that, in general, the respondent's attitude toward the L/LD prograra=- =

was positive

IllustratiotisTapthe information above appear in tables at OW
= =

end of the report. Questions are presented in parallel order to=

the text material, and interview items are grouped with the

corresponding process evaluation questions. A summary of

the information concerning principals' responses appears in she=

eneral summary at the end of this report. -



cf working with L/ LD resource room teachers. Teacherswer=e

selected at random and were interviewed with the aid of

classroom teachers' Interview Schedule-No 2 ". Interviews we

Questions on the Interview Schedule were designed to

answer process evaluation questions by means of responses

reported' in terms of frequency and percent. Seven evaluate

questions were used to provide a criterion for feedbac

twenty teachers who were interviewed.

The first of seven questions asked, 'Do-regular classroom

teacher., who have been working with L/ LD teachers report they

are using audio tape recorders to a greater extent in their instruc,.

tional program as a result of working with the resource room

teachers ?" Fifteen percent of the inter viewees reported that they

had borrowed the tape recorder from the resource teacher, while

Additional interview data relating to the use of tape recorders

indicated that thirty-five percent of the regular classroom teachers

had started using the tape recorder as a result of working coop

eratively with L/LD teachers with learning disabled children. The



remaining sixty-five percent had not been initiated to the use

cf this machine through contact with I / LT) teachers. It was

further ascertained that seventy percent of the interviewees

perfected their skill in using the tape ecorder through attending

workshops. the remainder of the group had attended no such

was further delineated by data showing that fifteen percent of t

interviewees had borrowed tapes from the resource teacher w

'ghty-five percent had not. Further, fifteen percent of the

regular teachers had jumped for their own instructional use tapes-

that had been devised by L/LD teachers. The remaining eighty

five percent had not duplicated tapes belonging to L/LD

Only ten percent of the interview respondents had listening

Ninety percent of the group did not make such regular use of this

Six teachers (thirty percent of the respondents) made various=_

comments indicating the use of the tape recorder, alone, or ttre

availability of listening stations without a tape recorder, or th

inability to use certain pieces of equipment. An additional comnielit

included plans for greater utilization upon receipt of the listenin



Of the group questioned, twenty-five percent of the teach-ers

reportedathe use of tape recorders-an -stoning stations= rid_r7t745:-

1970 while seventy-five percent had not used both. Two individuals=

added that they had used the tape recorder, only. Three c-oTrirri-6tita

from respondents included (1) a report that the equipment was

shared and thus not available every day, (2) that equipmentwan

tapes were not borrowed because of tape damage which hadFI)=d=curr

las year, and (3) one regular teacher was unable to work Ntith7=bris=

L/ LD teacher.

The second process evaluation Atiestionmin-the series Of=,

seven asked, "Do regular clasrroom teachers who have beefy=

working with L/LD teachers report they are using the controlled-

reader to a greater extent in their instructional program as

result of working with the resource room teacher ntervieTiote-SIV

responded to six questions which related to the use of the _

controlled reader. Data derived from these questions indicated

that twenty percent of the group had borrowed the controlled reader=

from the resource room while eighty percent had not. One teatlier

indicated that she had one which had been gotten from anothe- t7t

besides the L/LD teacher. Twenty percent of the group also e= --

ported that they had learned to individualize with the controller ==-

reader from an L/LD teacher while the remaining eighty percen _

not.



An additional item relating to the use of the controlled

reader elicited an eighteen percent affirmative respom-ie from

teachers. This question asked if the regular classroom te'ac

had ever sent a child to the resource room in the afternoon=

use the controlled reader. Of the eighty-two percent negative

responses, one teacher commented that she did not have that

priviledge while another noted that some students went on their

Teachers were asked further if they knew how to diagnose and

check reading errors on the controlled reader. Sixty -five percent

of the group responded that they did understand these concepts

while the remaining thirty-five percent had not. Of the latter group

one person commented that her intentions were to make future use

of the controlled reader in this manner. Seventy percent zndi

cated that they would use the controlled reader daily in the regular

indicated that they preferred not to use this machine every day.

Awareness of the imprTtance of the controlled reader prior

to 1970 was affirmed by forty percent of the interviewees. Som

had gaines experience with this machine through Title 1. Th

remaining sixty percent of the respondents were not cognizant

the value of the controlled reader prior to 1970.



The third evaluation question asked, "Do regular classroom

teachers who have been working with L/ LD teachers report they

aremsing the overhead projector to a greater extent in their

instructional program as a result of working with the resource

room teachers" Five interview items elicited information con-

cerning this question from the twenty regular classroom teachers

who were questioned by ESC personnel. Fifty percent of the

teacherssindicated that they did use the overhead for art while

the remainder did not. Further data indicated that ten percent

of the group have acquired techniques used by

with regard to the overhead projector. Of the ninety percent

negative respondents, one comment indicated that the teacher ha

been aware of these techniques prior to their use with L/ LD;

teacher reported that she had gained her information from experienc

with Title I; a third teacher learned the use of the overhead at a

Additional interview resnonss indicated that forty percent of

the teachers used the overhead with students on an individual basis

while the remaining sixty percent did not. Ninety percent of the _

interviewees used this machine for motivational purposes, while

twenty percent of the teachers questioned reported sharing an

overhead projector with an L/ LD teacher, The remaining eighty

percent of the group had not shared the equipment with an L/ LD teacheri-



Comments concerning the sharing of this equipment indi

cated that various arrangements existed. For example, some

shared with the teacher next door while others shared with

The fourth evaluation question was stated as follows,

regular classroom teachers who have been working with L/LD

teachers report they are using SRA or RFU kits to a greater

extent in their instructional program as a result of working with =

the remaining ten percent responded affirmatively to the question__

own SRA kit while the remaining fifty-five percent did not. Prio

to 1970 forty percent of the teachers queried used an SRA kit wt

the remaining sixty percent did not. The use of an SRA kit in

charting students' progress was reported by thirty-five percent

of the teachers interviewed while the remaining sixty-five percent

made no such use. One teacher -reportedtha.t her students did



The fifth of seven evaluation questions was, "Do regular

classroom teachers who have been working with L/LD teachers=_

report they are using AVK Cards and Tapes to a greater e*Writ=- 7=_

in their instructional program as aEr7e=stilt of working with

ighty-five percent reported that they had not made their own = 7

AV K Cards, while the remaining fifteen percent responded

affirmatively. One teacher commented that she had brought

AVK from her Title I class. Ninety-five percent of ttie

teachers reported that they had not dumped the AVK Tapes made

cornmente3 on her rear that

she would damage the other teacher's materials. Dictating these

own AVK tapes was accomplished by twenty percent of the re -7-f- _

teachers reportedly shared their AVK Tapes and Cards with fiftei

percent of the regular teachers who were interviewed. The re.,

teachers. One person reported that she had not asked fcr these=

items while five reported that they were not familiar with AV-K.I7_-

Twenty-five percent of the interviewees reported instruction

been provided them by a resource room teacher The remaining=

seventy-five percent had no such assistance



The sixth evaluation question stated, Do regular classroon-

are using special programmed workbooks to a greater extent

their instructional program as the result of working with the

resource room teachers ?" Forty-two percent of the teachers

questioned reported that resource room teachers had offered td=7

send programmed workbocks in the afternoon when L/LD students=-

were in regular class',!oora-4- percelitstif the teacherEv

while workbooks were not sent, other materials were. When

asked if the interviewee cooperated with the L/LD teacher in =

utilizing these books in the afternoon when the student cannot wOrIc-

Of the sixty-three negative responses, one person comment-ct--

Forty-two percent of the teachers reported that they had

checked students' work done in workbooks in the afternoon while

the remaining fifty-eight percent had not Forty-seven percent

of the regular teachers reported that resource room teachers did_

check the workbooks of children working on them in the afternoonii-_



Additional comments from this group of teachers included

remarks from four teachers. One interviewee felt that students=

Another reported that she purchased workbooks with personal furidST:

while another reported that a child often brought his own work

afternoon classes, but this did not include workbooks. The fourtlir-=

added that L/LD teachers had not offered her anything. A fifth:-

teacher didEnotqanswer any of the workbook oriented questions al; ==f

The final process evaluation question in this s eries asked,

regular classroom teachers who have been working with Li_

Flash X, Cyclo Teacher, etc. ) to a greater extent in their

Seven questions were asked in order to provide=,

feedback for the evaluation question. To the first of these, six_ty-

five percent of the teachers responded affirmatively that they had--=

observed the use of the Flash X. Thirty-five percent had not.

Five percent of the group reported the use of the Flash X in the --

classroom while the remaining ninety -five percent did not make



Additional data obtained in regard to the question evaluating__ _ _

the use of various machines and techniques indicated that forty--,

Teacher. Fifty-eight percent had not. Further, ten percent oLt

interviewees reported using the Cyclo Teacher in their clase-roo_m-

while the remaining ninety percent had not

The use of flashcards was reported by sixty-five percent

the regular teachers who were interviewed had borrowed varioue

dittoed supplementary material ior individual needs from the fl D

Teachers added comments to their responses, indicating that

one had made or bought her own materials; another had futurev_Igrie__

for utilization of these instructional materials; a third had borrow:

materials not listed on the Interview Schedule.

Part III. A third group of teachers was selected to represient

regular classroom teachers who had volunteered to implement

individualized instruction into a traditional classroom setting lie

entire group was utilized in this data gathering activity conducte

. A different Interview Schedule was used a-r-id7



Three process evaluation questions served as focaiornts

into which results of the interview questions were funneled. Th

first of these three asked, "Do regular classroom teachers wild

have volunteered to implement individualized instruction in a

traditional setting feel the L/ LD program is better meeting itsJ

ob&ectives during the current year (as compared to previous

percent felt that the L/LD program was succesaifUi

to a great extent in meeting its objectives in 1970. Twenty-four_

felt that success would more accurately!

Forty-one percent of the group

did not have an opinion while six percent felt that the program

definitely not met its objectives during 1970. One negative r6s-p_Italt-txt

commented that she did not know what the objectives were.

Fifty percent of the teachers reported that they felt th

program had successfully (to a great extent) met its ob

during the current year. Thirty-one percAlt of the group felt_

that limited success had been experiences while nineteen pere-#1Tit-

had no opinion to report. Two comments included this year seems

better, " and "many slow learners were initially picked by mistake."



Teacher comments related to two broad areas of change

among students. One of these growth areas was attitude,

motivational level, independence, and frustration tolerance;

these characteristics might be loosely placed under an affective

or temperament umbrella. Change was reported whicn

fell generally under a cognitive domain. Included wer

general academic advancement, grov-ithlinzspecific areas such =-

as Reading or Spelling, and change among students inIthe

Teachers' verbatim comments are listed below n. order of-

decreasing frequency and by the loose groupings described above, ---
beginning with the affective characteristics. Six comments relatin=g=

Children (are) learning_more. Children love it, --

they ran advance freely. Enthusiasm (is observed) in
child. Ettiolfinent of childrenArsiobserv-ed), Enthusiasm
is very-noticeable. GreatesUsTattittesof children,
(they are): orelinteresteddTenthusiastic. Change
(is obserituici-b-eha-vandiattitude toward school.
(Students) enjov=thinsb-etterrchildren enjoy checking
on work; canrat-e-whatth-ey are doing.

made by teachers. Responses were reported by interviewers ats==

(L/ LD class) motivates slow ones. Motivation growth

(is observed). They are more excited about what they are doing.---



Changes in students' independence were observed

follows: "Students are better able to work on their ow

Students think more of themselves - maturity. (Studentivare

more willing to try on their own.'

Changes grouped under the heading of cognitive gains were

listed in greatest frequency -under a sub-heading of Advancing.

These included:

They are advancing-. - Child -en (are) learning _- =
more. Students (are)rgoirigiforward. I -c-at.s
broadening of interest Children areEwor --
their level. Mitre is aMarge increateN
ranicon ahlevem=entstests. Kids-arTateadyiE0A11,-e=arii-_-
aster - ttreysha reitffe*ackground. Sinwerent4

-as frustraWd;--(th_e_y are)--or -gt-(th-eir)-
own=%vel.

Teachers made cornm=entsgrelating to specific subject

matter areas as follows:

They are reading; las ----Myear some-mem-14ml .
Children of isuspe ct e d-spec-eptualKdiffidili tie-ssare
reading. Children- are Rea frig is
better._ ImproVentent-(1fmottirradm-rn
writ W. .1*Ni14-an interest -in---4ellmg. Spellin
andlitead zareibetter

Teachers commented on t 1Altive impact of the L/ LD

program upon the above average students as follows: "The child

(is helpful) who is capable of going fast, to proceed beyond average.

Advanced students move quicker. The brighter students especially

are able to progress at greater speed. Concerning the underachiever,



trachieVer

Iprogram upon promoting individualized instruction within_

as follows, "Do regular clas=s4Ocim-

oachers who have volunteered to implement individualized instruction

a traditional setting feel that the L/LD program was instrumental

hundred precept of the regular classroom teachers felt that, itYdec4=,

the L/ LD program had been instrumental in promoting individualiztd-

nstruction within the system

The third and final evaluation question concerning this groupmckf----

interviewees asked, "Do regular classroom teachers who have

volunteered to implement individualized instruction in a traditional:-

setting feel that parents are reacting favorably toward individualization

of instruction for their children ?" Fifty -six percent of the

respondents answftared affirmatively, Thirty-i=

nine percent felt that the parents and students felt favorably toward

the program "to a limited exten percelit reportedly had no--

opinion. Five teachers in the group made comments indicatin

they questioned the extent of parents' awareness of the L/LD program

and its workings



encedzby extensive 410 =o-olsan=diatelephonec-6n a=e

LID teachers and parents and by parent particip-atk.

MACLD (Marshall Association for Children with Learn

Disabilities) All L/LD teachers in the Marshall system were

contacted and requested to provide information as to home visits,

school visits, telephone calls prior to January 15. 1973, represent

approximately one school semester. Parent-teacher conferences

were held in 345 home visits, in 737 school visits, and by means o

429 telephone calls. Parents and teachers made a total of 1,511

contacts with each other through the various means reported above.

Parent involvement as evidenced by the attendance at Marshall

Association for Children with Learning Disabilities meetings was

reported in terms of the number of parents and the number of meet

per year. Data applies to activities prior to March 20, 1973,

During the 1971 -72 school year there were eight meetings of the

MarE.,,all Association for Children with Learning Disabilities

During the current year five meetings took place for a total of

thirteen over the two year period. There were thirty-four members_



_= _ inthMACLD-ir1-1.971=-72.-_-ADuring_the current-year Omernber

29. 4%_overtite previous-year7TheTeomposition-of the fita-

War group-was-everfiyzdinded4bietween-teachersEandqzarents__-__====---=--=--___

while current -- year- membership waa reflected latra_51i-teachers

and 75% parentSr At present the averagerthVetinitolatWndtht-e!Is-

reported as forty, including visitors.

SUMMARY

Teachers and principals of nine Marshall Elementary Schools

and one middle schools were interviewed by four Region VII ESC

staff members. Information was gathered as to feelings, attitudes

and practices relating to Marshall's LiLD program. Three groups==-

were interviewed; these included ten principals, twenty regular
---

classroom teachers, and eighteen teachers who had volunteered to

individualize their instructional program.

All principals in charge of an L/LD program or of an

individualized program were interviewed as were all teachers

volunteering to individualize. The remaining group of regular

classroom teachers was selected by drawing names from a hat.

Principals were questioned as to their _pinions regarding

parent problems, discipline problems, regular teacher attitudes,

WIZ program cost-effectiveness, and scheduling. Withou



incidencies being fewer in ource roc5tigt

Principals overwhelmingly responded in the affirmative

that regular classroom teachers' attitudes and instructional

programs have profited from the presence of the LI LD program.

A similiar positive response was recorded in answer to the

cost-effectiveness question. The majority of principals felt

that this L/LD program was the best new program that they had

seen in Marshall ISD. Scheduling appeared to present no= problem_

to the majority of these principals.

Twenty regular classroom teachers were interviewed con- ---

cerning their joint and independent use of various machines and

the overhead projector, SRA kits, RFU kits, AVK cards, tapes,

other instructional materials. While most of the teachers were

aware of and made limited use of the tape recorder, the majority

did not work closely with L/LD teachers in borrowing or duplicating=

machines or tapes. A growing awareness of the controlled reader=



36 coric-61-Iin

atteachei

SRA or RFU kits were available to approximately

the teachers interviewed. The source or availability of these

kits was not generally a resource room teacher. More limited

use of AVK cards and tapes was reported than any other machines

or materials. Most regular teachers had not interacted with

L /T,D teachers regarding the use of these materials.

The greatest cooperative effort between these two groups

concerned the use of special programmed workbooks. Th

utilization rate for workbooks was also_ highest when compared

Regular classroom teachers volunteering to individualize

in their classroom reported their feelings as to meeting L/LD

program objectives during the current year, implementing

individualized instruction in the system, and parent feelings



improved personal/sociabadjustme-

There wia=s: unanimous agreement that the L/ LD program

promoted indiVidualized instruction in the regular classroom

that parents felt favorable ''to a greater extent" toward the progrItti,

This positive feeling and interest was reflected in over 1, 500 viSit=4-

with teachers and in active participation in the Marshall Associatio

for Children with Learning Disabilities.



ei!zentages

APPENDIX C
Frequency-midiPP6rentage of tisp 6n see

APPENDIX D Parent Involvement
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